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THE  ARMY'S  PROGRAM  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER  (PEO)  CONCEPT: 

WHO  IS  IN  CHARGE? 

CHAPTER  I 

INTRODUCTION 


Contrary  to  the  belief  of  some,  there  is  neither 
a  simple  nor  a  single  solution  to  improving  our 
defense  acquisition  process.  But  we  in  the  Defense 
Department  do  have  a  vision  of  how  we  can  achieve 
excellence  in  defense  acquisition.! 

Frank  C.  Carlucci 
Secretary  of  Defense 
28  January  1988 


The  Department  of  Army  (DA)  implemented  the  PEC  management 
system  on  1  May  1987  in  response  to  requirements  established  by  the 
Goldwater-Nichols  Reorganization  Act  of  1986,  and  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Packard  Commission  which  the  President  approved  and 
then  ordered  by  National  Security  Decision  Directive  (NSDD)  219. 

The  legislative  and  executive  guidance  required  implementation  of  a 
responsive,  effective  and  efficient  acquisition  system.  After 
nearly  two  years  of  experience  it  is  now  appropriate  to  review  and 
assess  the  resulting  process,  which  dramatically  changed  the  Army's 
method  of  doing  materiel  acquisition,  to  determine  if  the  directed 
objectives  have  been  achieved  at  the  point  where  daily  program 
management  occurs. 

This  paper  discusses  the  origin  of  the  PEO  management  concept, 
the  Army's  actions  in  developing  and  implementing  the  system,  and 


presents  an  assessment  of  the  resulting  acquisition  process  from  the 
perspectives  of  the  Program  Executive  Officer,  Program  Manager,  and 
Functional  Support  Manager.  It  concludes  with  recommended  changes 
that  would  improve  the  existing  PEO  management  system. 

BACKGROUND 

There  have  been  more  changes  in  the  laws  and 
regulations  affecting  the  industry  in  the  last 
seven  years  than  there  were  in  the  previous  25.2 

David  Packard 

In  response  to  years  of  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  program 
costs  and  schedule  overruns,  inadequate  weapon  system  performances, 
over-priced  spare  parts,  testing  deficiencies,  record  budget  deficits, 
dnd  congressional  pressure.  President  Reagan  formed  a  blue  ribbon  com¬ 
mission  in  1985,  chaired  by  David  Packard,  to  seek  out  methods  that 
would  improve  the  management  and  organization  of  the  Defense  Department. 
The  commission's  charter  was  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  study  of  the 
legislative  oversight  responsibilities,  budgeting  process,  and 
organizational  structure  and  arrangements  within  DOD  -  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Unified  and  Specified 
Commands,  and  the  Military  Departments.  A  primary  objective  was  to 
thoroughly  review  DOD's  procurement  management  system. 

In  June  1986  this  committee,  which  became  known  as  the  Packard 
Commission,  made  a  number  of  recommendations  to  improve  DOD's 
organizational  arrangements  and  acquisition  management  procedures. 

Many  of  these  recommendations,  which  centered  around  increasing 
efficiencies,  reducing  costs  and  decreasing  acquisition  time,  were 
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implemented  within  DOD  by  NSDD  219  and  enacted  into  Public  Law  by  the 
Goldwater-Nichols  Department  of  Defense  Reorganization  Act  of  1986. 
Some  of  the  most  significant  recommendations  involved  streamlining 
the  acquisition  process  through  reorganization  of  the  acquisition 
structure  within  DOD  and  creating  what  is  now  called  the  Program 
Executive  Officer  (PEO)  acquisition  management  system. 

The  Packard  Commission  specifically  recommended  changing 

acquisition  organizations  and  procedures  through: 

...creation  by  statue  of  the  new 
position  of  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Acquisition)  and  authorization  of  an 
additional  Level  II  appointment  in  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

This  Under  Secretary,  who  would  have 
a  solid  industrial  background,  would 
be  a  full-time  Defense  Acquisition  Exe¬ 
cutive.  He  would  set  overall  policy 
for  procurement  and  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  (RiD) ,  supervise  the  performance 
of  the  entire  acquisition  system,  and 
establish  policy  for  administrative 
oversight  and  auditing  of  defense 
contractors. 3 

Further,  it  was  mandated  that  each  Service  establish  a  similiar 
position,  Service  Acquisition  Executive  (SAE) ,  to  be  filled  by  a 
presidential  appointee  responsible  for  acquisition  within  their 
Service. 


They  would  appoint  Program  Executive 
Officers  (PEOs) ,  each  of  whom  would  be 
be  responsible  for  a  reasonable  and 
defined  number  of  acquisition  programs. 

Program  Managers  for  these  programs 
would  be  responsible  directly  to  their 
respective  PEO  and  report  'only'  to  him 
on  program  matters. 4 

The  Packard  commission  recommendations  were  incorporated  within 
NSDD  219,  published  1  April  1986,  With  the  issuance  of  this 
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directive  and  passage  later  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act,  DOD  had 
firm  guidance  and  strict  milestones  in  implementing  a  new 
acquisition  management  system. 

On  8  July  1986,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  directed  by  DOD 
Directive  4245.1  that  Military  Departments  establish  Service 
Acquisition  Executives  (SAE) ,  Program  Executive  Officers  (PEO) ,  and 
Program  Managers  (PM),  in  accordance  with  NSDD  219,  "Implementation 
of  the  Recommendations  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Defense 
Management",  (April  1,  1986).  The  following  is  a  summarization  of 
the  Defense  Department's  policy  guidelines  for  acquisition 
management  and  the  responsibilities  of  management  officials. 5 

-  Acquisition  of  defense  systems  will  be 
accomplished  efficiently  and  effectively. 

-  Organizational  structures  and  procedural 
arrangements  will  be  streamlined  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible. 

-  Acquisition  executives  will  be  given 
appropriate  resources  to  execute  their 
program  management  responsibilities  and 
held  accountable. 

-  The  DAE  is  the  principal  advisor  to  the 
Secetary  of  Defense  for  the  acquisition  of 
defense  systems  and  equipment,  and  will 
ensure  that  acquisition  policies  and  prac¬ 
tices  are  complied  with  throughout  DOD. 

-  Military  Department  SAE's  will  administer 
their  acquisition  programs  within  established 
policy  guidelines  and  work  with  the  DAE  to 
resolve  issues  and  conflicts  in  acquisition 
programs . 

-  The  PEO  will  manage  a  defined  number  of 
acquisition  programs  and  be  directly  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  SAE  on  all  program  matters. 

-  PMs  are  responsible  to  their  respective 
PEOs  for  managing  a  specific  acquisition 
program,  reporting  directly  to  the  PEO  for 
all  program  matters  with  no  more  than  one 
supervision  layer  between  the  PM  and  the 
SAE.  The  reporting  chain  can  be  shorter 
if  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Secretaries 
of  the  Military  Departments. 
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SUMMARY 


The  Packard  Commission  and  resulting  NSDO  219,  and  the 
Goldwater-Nichcls  Act  of  1986  have  significantly  changed  the  manage¬ 
ment  philosophy  for  DOD's  acquisition  business.  The  management  of 
military  programs  now  centers  on  putting  teams  of  highly  qualified 
people  in  charge  of  programs  with  the  authority  and  responsibility 
to  do  the  job.  The  philosophy  also  calls  for  decentralized  execu¬ 
tion  and  reduction  of  bureaucratic  layering.  The  objective  of  this 
management  method  is  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  entire 
acquisition  process  by  allowing  those  responsible  for  day-to-day 
program  management  -  PEO  and  PM  -  to  focus  and  make  timely  program¬ 
matic  decisions  (cost,  schedule,  performance)  and  seek  guidance  from 
the  SAE  by  exception. 


ENDNOTES 


1.  Frank  C.  Carlucci,  "A  Quest  for  Excellence:  DOD's  Approach 
to  Defense  AcquisitJ.on” ,  Defense  Issues,  Vol.  3  Number  3.,  p.2. 

2.  "A  Hard  Look  at  How  DOD  Does  Business,”  Defense  88,  Special 
Issue,  undated,  p.7. 

3.  President's  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  on  Defense  Management,  A 
Quest  for  Excellence,  June  1986,  p.l3. 

4.  Ibid. 

5.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Defense,  DOD  Directive  4245.1, 
pp. 1-3 . 
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CHAPTER  II 


THE  ARMY  REORGANIZATION  AND  PEO  CONCEPT 

To  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Title  V  of  the 
Goldwater-Nichols  Act,  NSDD  219,  and  DOD  Directive  4245.1,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  formed  a  Reorganization  Commission  co  develop 
details  for  consolidating  the  Secretariat  and  Army  Staff  organiza¬ 
tions  into  an  integrated  staff,  and  a  concept  for  implementing 
the  PEO  acquisition  management  system.  Most  of  the  commission's 
recoTumendations  were  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

ARMY  REORGANIZATION 

The  organizational  realignment  adopted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  required  moving  from  the  Army  staff  to  the  Secretariat  level 
the  acquisition,  auditing,  information  management,  inspector  general, 
legislative  affairs,  comptroller,  and  research  and  development 
(excluding  military  requirements  and  user  test  and  evaluation) 
functional  activities,! 

The  two  areas  most  affecting  acquisition  management  were 
the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Research,  Development 
and  Acqviisition  (ODCSRDA)  ,  and  the  Directorate  of  Contracting  from 
the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  (ODCSLOG) . 

Major  personnel  ::?,vings  were  achieved  by  consolidating  these  func- 
tj.otiS  with  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research, 
Development  and  Acquisition  ASA(RDA) ;  however,  responsibilities 
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increased.  ASA(RDA)  is  now  respsonsible  for  schedules,  types  of 
contracts,  cost  and  technical  tradeoffs,  contractor  performance,  and 
analysis  of  teat  results.  The  Army's  reorganization  resulted  with 
ASA(RDA)  being  organized  as  depicted  in  Figure  1.2 

PEO  CONCEPT 


In  response  to  NSDD  219  and  DOD  guidance  on  the  acquisition 
executive  system  of  management,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  published 
a  concept  of  operations,  with  established  milestones,  for  implemen¬ 
ting  the  Army's  PEO  management  system  on  30  January  1987.  The 
following  is  a  summary  of  the  Secretary's  memorandum. 3 

-  The  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  designated 
as  the  Army  Acquisition  Executive  (AAE)  with 
responsibilities  for  the  policy  and  programmatic 
aspects  of  Army  acquisitions.  Development  and 
execution  of  programs  will  be  decentralized,  but 
under  the  overall  policy  guidance  of  the  AAE. 

-  Scope  of  PEO/AAE  system  depends  on  the  number  and 
type  of  programs  placed  under  the  PEO/AAE  management. 
Concept  structure  to  be  developed  within  30  days. 

-  Major  (ASARC)  and  designated  acquisition  programs 
(DAP)  will  make  up  the  initial  PEO  groupings  and  should 
be  operating  under  the  PEO  concept  by  30  September  87. 

-  PEOs  appointed  over  non-major  programs  will  have 
In-Proct:  s  Review  (IPR)  decision  authority. 

-  AAE  will  appoint  other  PEOs  to  provide  management 
oversight  for  other/non-major  acquisition  programs 
to  include  dual-hatting  within  the  materiel  develop- 
development  command  structure  where  it  makes  sense  to 
do  so. 

-  Structure  for  laboratory  and  materiel  item  management 
will  remain  basically  as  it  is  now.  The  PEO/PM  will 
will  procure  services  from  these  agencies  as  needeu. 

-  The  materiel  development  commands  will  be  responsible 
for  functional  support  to  the  PEOs  and  PMs,  beyond  that 
that  provided  by  the  PEO/PM  core  staff.  The  commands 
will  have  no  supervisory  authority  over  AAE  managed 
PEOs  or  PMs. 
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“  Functions  performed  by  Department  of  the  Army 
Systems  Coordinator  (DASC)  will  be  performed  by 
the  PEO  office. 

-  The  PEO  system  will  eliminate  HQs  AMC  from  the 
programmatic  supervision  and  reporting  chain  for  PEO/AAE 
designated  programs. 

-  An  implementation  plan  is  to  be  developed  by 

20  March  1987  and  acquisition  regulations  are  to  be  updated 
within  six  months. 

With  the  implementation  of  the  PEO/AAE  concept  on  1  May  1987 , 
the  Army  streamlined  its  management  to  increase  efficiency  and 
rciduce  overhead. 4  It  reduced  the  number  of  organisations  and 
eliminated  certain  redundancies  by  shortening  the  acquisition 
decision-making  system  from  five  layers  (Secretariyt/Army  Staff, 
Headquarters  A;*my  Materiel  Command  (AMC),  Headquarters  Major 
Subordinate  Comiuand  within  AMC,  System  PM,  and  PM)  to  throe  layers  - 
AAE,  PEO,  ai'd  PM.  The  top-to-bottom  organization  depicted  in  Figure 
2  resulted. 5 

To  enforce  this  acquisition  streamlining,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  delegated  acquisition  responsibilities  to  the  AAE  who  reports 
to  the  DAE,  operates  downward  through  the  PEO  who  supervises  a 
reasonable  number  (5-7)  PMs  that  report  only  to  the  PEO.  This 
operating  concept  is  depicted  in  Figure  3.6  The  PEOs  and  PMS 
receive  "matrix  functional  support"  from  organizations  throughout 
AM^  who  have  no  supervisory  authority  over  AAE  managed  PEOs  and 
x^Ms.  This  management  philosophy  is  shown  at  Figure  4.7 

ROLES  AND  FUNCTIONS 


With  the  Army's  new  integrated  staff  and  implementation  of  the 
PEO  management  philosophy,  several  roles  and  functions  were  either 
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added,  changed  or  deleted  in  the  acquisition  business.  The  Army  now 
had  an  AAE,  PEOs  and  PMs  with  important  program  management  duties,  a 
new  ASA(RDA)  organization  with  increased  acquisition  responsi¬ 
bilities,  and  procurement  mission  changes  for  AMC.  The  roles  and 
functions  of  these  key  players  in  the  new  acquisition  management 
process  are  discussed  below. 

The  AAE  is  the  service  acquisition  executive  within  DA  and 
responsible  for; 

-  establishing  overall  guidance  for  the  policy 
and  programmatic  aspects  of  all  acquisitions. 

-  ensuring  that  programmatic  decision  authority 
rests  only  in  the  AAE/PEO/PM  chain  for  PEO 
administered  programs. 

-  designating  programs  to  be  administered 
by  a  PEO  and  approves  the  requirement  for 
a  program  to  be  project/product  managed. 

-Serves  as  the  senior  performance  rater 
for  the  PEOs . 8 

The  ASA (PDA)  is  designated  the  Deputy  Army  Acquisition 
Executive  and  provides  support  to  the  AAE  to  include: 

-  establishment  and  approval  of  RDA  policies 
and  standards. 

-  reviews  of  baseline  evaluation  and  program 
performance. 

-  program  management  oversight. 

-  management  of  RDA  funding. 9 

The  PEO  administers  a  defined  number  of  AAE  assigned  major 
and/or  non-major  programs  and  is  responsible  for; 

-  making  programmatic  decisions  (cost, 
schedule,  performance). 

-  developing  charters  and  rating  assigned  PMs. 

-  ensuring  lesponsive  support  for  PMs. 
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-  maintaining  mission  area  interface 

with  supporting  materiel  developer  and  user. 

-  providing  resourcing  data  to  the  Long 
Range  Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition 
Plan  (LRRDAP) . 

-  defending  assigned  programs. 

-  coordinating  with  Secretariat  and 
Army  Staff. 

-  monitoring  PM  and  contractor  oertorm- 
ance  to  include  significant  contract 
management  issues. 10 

The  Program/ Product  Manager  (PM)  is  assigned  responsibility  and 
delegated  authority  by  the  PEO  for  centralized  management  of  a 
specified  acquisition  or  readiness  program.  The  PM  is  responsible 
for: 

-  program  execution. 

-  formulating  baseline. 

-  reporting  only  to  PEO  for  program  matters. 

-  identifying  personnel  and  functional  manage¬ 
ment  support  shortfalls  affecting  achievement 
of  program  baseline  to  the  PEO. 11 

AMC  is  responsible  for  the  research,  development,  test  and 

evaluation  (RDTE)  and  the  acquisition  and  logistics  support  of 

assigned  materiel  in  response  to  approved  requirements.  AMC  is  also 

now  responsible  for: 

-  providing  direct  functiona)  support  and 
assistance  to  PEOs  and  PMs. 

-  ensuring  the  competence  and  availability 
of  functional  personnel  for  all  aspects  of 
the  materiel  system  life  cycle. 

-  identifying  system  improvements  to  streaml;'  ' 
the  acquisition  process. 

-  providing  RDA,  program,  budget,  and  weapon 
system  advice  and  recommendations  to  the 
AAE/PEO/PM. 12 
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RESULTS 


The  Army  complied  with  DOD’s  guidance  and  Congressional  legisla¬ 
tion  by  removing  layered  procurement  decisions  and  unaccountable 
acquisition  officials  from  the  Army  structure,  and  programmatic 
decision  authority  from  AMC.  However,  these  streamlining  efforts 
developed  a  process  that  is  complex,  interactive,  and  not  autonomous 
in  terms  of  resouces  at  the  level  of  program  execution. 

PEOs  and  PMs  now  perform  a  variety  of  functions  previously  the 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Army  Staff,  and  interact  and  are 
highly  dependent  upon  Headquarters  AMC  and  its  MSCs  for  functional 
support.  Under  the  organizational  arrangement,  the  PEO  enforces 
program  baselines  for  schedule,  cost  and  performance  and  ensures 
responsive  support  for  assigned  PMs.  The  PMs  basically  continue 
their  traditional  role,  but  now  have  a  higher  level  of  account¬ 
ability  for  program  success  or  failure  and  a  different  relationship 
with  AMC  MSCs.  The  acquisition  system  now  provides  for  the  PM  to  be 
the  prog,  mmatic  decisionmaker  who  cannot  be  overruled  by  a  support¬ 
ing  functional  organization  or  anyone  else  within  the  AMC 
chain-of-i.ommand.  PMs  respond  to  programmatic  direction  from  and 
report  to  a  PEO.  The  question  is,  to  what  extent  have  these  acquisi¬ 
tion  reforms  increased  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the 
acquisition  management  system  at  the  point  where  day-to-day  program 
execution  takes  place  -  the  PEO,  PM  and  Functional  Support  Manager 
(FM)  level? 
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CHAPTER  III 


ASSESSMENT 

SCOPE 


This  assessment  of  the  PEO  management  ■  .  am  is  focused  at  the 
point  of  program  execution  -  -  the  PEO  PM  levels,  as  well  as  AMC 

organizations  which  provide  functional  support  to  PEOs  and  PMs.  The 
findings  presented  are  based,  in  large  part  from  interviews  conducted 
by  the  author  with  several  current  PEOs,  PMs  and  managers  at  AMC 
activities  which  have  been  involved  with  the  PEO  management  system 
since  its  inception  in  May  1987.  In  order  to  ensure  candid  responses 
to  interview  questions,  non-attribution  was  afforded  all 
interviewees. 


PEO/ PM  PERSPECTIVE 

PEOs  and  PMs  have  realized  tangible  benefits  from  the  stream¬ 
lined  acquisition  chain  of  authority.  The  PEO  brings  structure  and 
concentrated  management  to  the  mission  area  by  forcing  system 
integration.  By  looking  horizontally  across  a  family  of  systems,  the 
PEO  has  increased  the  opportunities  for  enhancing  effectiveness  in 
program  performance,  cost,  and  schedule  through  equipment 
commonality,  interoperability,  and  standardization.  Further,  the 
PEO  has  the  freedom  to  take  programmatic  risks  and  the  authority  to 
challenge  the  materiel  development  (MATDEV)  community.  Most 
importantly,  the  PEO  has  brought  balance  to  the  acquisition  process. 
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In  addition  to  these  ac(^lsltlon  management  enhancements,  the  PEO/PM 
organizations  are  now  staffed  with  quality  people,  although  few  in 
number.  The  serving  PMs  are  school  trained,  focus  vertically  on 
programs,  and  now  concentrate  less  on  engineering  problems  and  more 
on  management  Issues. 

On  the  negative  side,  the  acquisition  management  structure  in 
place  today  is  plagued  by  many  systemic  problems  which  are  causing  a 
tension-filled  and  stressful  working  environment.  The  PEOs/PMs  are 
experiencing  great  difficulty  in  achieving  timely  resolution  on 
briefings,  documentation.  Planning,  Programming  and  Budgeting  System 
(PPBS)  matters,  and  programmatic  and  functional  Issues  up  and 
throughout  the  organizational  chains.  The  areas  of  responsibility 
for  functional  organizations  require  redefinition  to  emphasize 
policy,  procedure  and  oversight  functions  and  to  eliminate 
involvement  in  programmatic  issues.  Further,  the  bureaucracy 
in-place  will  not  respond  adequately  because  of  the  many 
professional  critics  and  advocates  who  have  a  not-invented-here 
mind-set  and  and  create  non-productive  work  for  PMs.l  PEO/PM 
offices  lack  stability  in  staffing  and  funding.  They  are 
understaffed,  overworked,  and  underfunded  for  items  such  as  travel, 
contractor  support,  and  office  furniture. 2  Further,  the  PEO  does 
not  have  enough  fiscal  (budget)  control  to  achieve  optimum  balance 
among  programs. 

The  question  of  who  is  really  in  charge  frequently  arises  due 
to  lack  of  clear  delineation  of  roles  between  the  PEO/PM  and 
functional  support.  The  system  is  laden  with  mistrust,  more 
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politics  and  bureaucracy  and  unnecessary  oversight  by  HQDA,  AMC  and 
MSCs  —  the  checkers  have  not  decreased.  The  administrative 
requirements  of  the  previous  acquisition  process  have  been  brought 
to  the  new  system,  which  has  increased  administrative  layering  and 
reduced  efficiency  even  with  the  increase  in  quality  personnel  at 
PEO/PM  offices.  More  importantly,  the  programmatic  workload  has 
increased  significantly  (without  comparable  increases  in  resources) 
with  the  PEOs/PMs  now  performing  functions  previously  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  HQDA. 

As  expected,  individual  and  organizational  personalities  have 
impacted  on  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  PEG  system.  This 
centers  around  the  previous  system  being  institutionalized  -  a 
tradition  -  and  as  mentioned  earlier,  the  question  of  who  is  really 
in  charge.  Most  of  the  personnel,  who  have  beer  a  part  of  the 
Army's  acquisition  business  for  extended  periods,  are  resisting  the 
change  to  the  new  method  of  doing  business  and  continue  to  do 
business  as  usual.  Who  is  in  charge  is  pointing  to  issues  related 
to  control  and  matrix  management  for  functional  support. 

Under  the  matrix  management  structure  established,  the  PEOs/PMs 
have  the  dilemma  of  having  all  program  responsibility  and  very  little 
authority.  It  becomes  a  constant  challenge  for  the  PEO/PM  to  ensure 
that  not  only  the  support  required  continues  in  order  to  maintain 
cost,  schedule,  and  performance  goals,  but  that  the  functional 
managers  providing  support  are  in  agreement  as  to  what  is  important 
and  needs  prioritization.  The  PEO/PM  not  only  rely  on  acquired  and 
learned  skills  as  a  leader  and  manager,  but  also  persuade,  convince, 
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cajole,  beg,  and  even  grovel  a  little  bit.  This  is  the  systemic 
dilemma  of  working  in  a  matrix  organization.  Further,  although  the 
PEO  organization  is  responsible  directly  to  the  AAE,  this  appears 
strongly  caveated  by  the  fact  that  many,  if  not  most  of  the  very 
crucial  decisions  involving  the  materiel  development  process  still 
reside  in  the  commodity  commands  of  AMC  —  contracting,  funding, 
Materiel  Fielding  Packages,  integrated  legist '.^'s  support,  and 
fielding  of  equipment. 

The  PEO/PM  perspective  can  best  be  concluded  by  two  comments 
made  when  a  PEO  and  PM  were  asked  to  summarize  the  existing 
situation.  The  PH  stated,  “I  think  the  situation  we  have  today  has 
been  properly  dubbed  a  'balance  of  tensions'. "3  The  PEO  commented, 
"What  we  have  here  is  an  epnortunity  to  change  behavior;  and  we  are 
making  progress. "4 


AMC  PERSPECTIVE 

The  AMC  Functional  Managers  (FMs)  interviewed  believe  that  the 
high-level  management  involvement  with  development  and  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  PEO  management  system  has  resulted  with  noticeable 
improvements  in  the  acquisition  environment.  The  "integrator"  role 
of  the  PEO  is  a  very  important  and  positive  step.  Under  the  previous 
acquisition  system,  this  function  was  severely  lacking  and  resulted 
with  "vertical-slice"  program  acquisition  and  frequently  mission  area 
problems  were  not  identified  until  they  impacted  system  performance 
and  cost.  The  PEO/PM  offices  have  brought  to  the  acquisition  com¬ 
munity  an  increase  in  the  number  of  school  trained  and  certified 
materiel  managers  and  other  personnel  resources  to  deal  with 
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acquisition  problems.  An  immediate  benefit  realized  by  FMs  is  the 
ability  to  now  focus  their  limited  engineering  resources  more  on 
research  and  development  functions  and  less  on  program  management 
duties . 

The  FMs  are  convinced  the  PEO  management  system  philosophy  is 
here  to  stay.  Its  success  is  receiving  first  priority  from 
commodity  commands.  However,  solutions  to  several  issues  are  needed 
to  increase  effectiveness  of  the  PEO/PM  and  FM.  As  the  reader  will 
discover,  most  of  these  challenges  are  consistent  with  many  of  the 
PEO/PM  concerns. 

The  administrativ'.*  burden  of  the  previous  acquisition  system  has 
been  carried  over  and  added  layering  to  the  PEO  system  with  accom¬ 
panying  inefficiencies.  A  clear  definition  of  roles  and  responsi¬ 
bilities  between  the  PEOs/PMs  and  FMs  is  required.  The  '‘who  is  in 
charge"  question.  The  degree  of  control  and  responsibility  is 
important  to  FMs.  Areas  that  were  previously  in  the  FMs  domain  are 
either  totally  the  responsibility  of  the  PEO/PM  chain  or,  more 
importantly,  fractured  with  the  PEO/PM  and  FM  partially  accountable. 
To  compound  this  situation,  FMs  perceive  themselves  as  the  "other 
side"  which  is  causing  the  acquisition  community  to  be  without  the 
cohesive  qualities  necessary  for  success.  In  addition,  PEO/PM 
priorities  are  frequently  in  conflict  with  commodity  command 
priorities  causing  both  organizations  difficulty  in  optimizing 
performance  goals.  This  is  further  exasperated  by  the  PEO/PM 
depending  on  matrix  management  support  from  the  fv  ictional  organiza¬ 
tion  for  most  program  support. 
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In  summary,  the  FMs  are  certain  the  PEO/PM  concept  is  working 
adequately,  if  your  perspective  is  from  the  top  of  the  acquisition 
chain  looking  downward.  ’’However,  at  the  point  where  program 
execution  occurs  (FM  and  PEO/PM)  things  are  not  okay. "5  It  is 
believed  that  several  major  management  issues  must  be  resolved, 
either  bilaterally  or  at  the  highest  management  levels  in  order  for 
the  PEO  management  system  to  achieve  optimization. 

ENDNOTES 

1.  "A  Hard  Look  at  How  DOD  Dees  Business,”  Defense  88,  Special 
Issue,  undated,  p.29. 

2 .  Ibid. ,  p. 30 . 

3.  Obtained  from  Non-Attribution  Interview  with  a  PM. 

4.  Obtained  from  Non-Attribution  Interview  with  a  PEO. 

5.  Obtained  from  Non-Attribution  Interview  with  a  FM. 


CHAPTER  IV 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 


The  Packard  Commission  recommendations  that  caused  the 
development  and  implementation  of  the  three-level  acquisition 
management  system  within  the  Army  is  basically  sound.  However,  the 
streamlining  efforts  instituted  to  date  are  not  enough  — 
inefficiencies  remain  that  are  affecting  program  management  optimize 
tion  goals. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  III,  at  the  point  where  program  success 
or  failure  begins  -  the  PEO/PM  and  FM  positions  -  have  a  host  of 
common  issues  and  concerns  such  as  inadequate  definition  of  roles 
and  responsibilities,  insufficient  personnel  resources  forcing 
dependency  on  matrix  management  techniques,  and  increased  administra 
tive  layering.  Further,  the  higher  organizations  "supporting”  the 
day-to-day  program  management  efforts  are,  in  effect,  adding  layers 
back  to  the  system  with  their  excessive  over-sight  and  me44ling.  In 
July  1988,  David  Packard  provided  the  following  response  to  the 
question,  "What  would  you  do  to  slim  down  the  defense  acquisition 
organization?" ; 

"Obviously,  I  think  you  have  too  many  viewers 
in  the  system,  so  we  start  from  there.  The 
tradition  has  been  built  up,  and  people  at  the 
top  want  to  know  what's  going  on.  ...it  seems 
to  roe  that  you  could  depend  a  little  bit  more 
on  guys  you  put  out  there  to  do  the  job  and  not 
double-check  them  so  much.  That's  really  what 
one  of  the  big  problems  is."l 
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The  system  remains  complex.  Today  the  objectives  of  the  Army 
reorganization  and,  in  particular  activities  of  the  PEO  management 
system  are  not  yet  being  totally  met  at  the  PEO/PM  and  FM  le"  is. 

The  new  acquisition  system  needs  revision  before  it  becomes  a 
tradition. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

While  the  new  acquisition  structure  is  still  evolving,  the 
Army's  Senior  Leadership  must  take  action  to  resolve  issues  which 
are  affecting  the  achievement  of  a  truly  streamlined  acquisition 
system. 

Solutions  to  the  numerous  issues  discussed  in  this  paper,  most 
of  which  are  in  common  with  and  shared  between  PEO/PM  offices  and  FM 
activities,  will  set  the  tone  for  Improving  the  total  acquisition 
environment.  First  among  these  solutions  is  to  clearly  and 
emphatically  answer  the  qustion,  "Who  is  in  charge?".  A  comment  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  July  1988  provides  the  best  answer,  "The 
key  is... to  put  the  authority  in  the  program  manager, .. .the  acquisi¬ 
tion  'czars'  ought  to  be  down  at  the  program  manager  level."?  Once 
determined,  other  concerns  can  be  quickly  resolved,  thereby  improving 
the  odds  for  achieving  the  efficiencies  and  effectiveness  required 
of  the  PEO  management  system. 


ENDNOTES 

1.  "A  Hard  Look  at  How  DOD  Does  Business,"  Defense  88,  Special 
Issue,  undated,  p.l3. 

2.  Ibid,  p.6. 
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Western  Europe. 

This  paper  focuses  on  the  Tol low-on- to-Lance  (FOTL),  which 
will  modernize  the  soon-to-be-obsolete  Lance  system.  It 
Identifies  why  NATO  needs  the  new  system,  why  the  Soviets  want  to 
prevent  Its  deployment,  and  how  the  political  environment  In 
Western  Europe  and  the  US  will  Impact  the  decision  for  or  against 
development.  The  paper  also  discusses  the  Soviet  frame  of 
reference  for  reacting  to  us/NATO  inltlativest'-jideology , 
insecurity,  and  the  correlation  of  forces.  It  describes  past 
Soviet  reactions  to  nuclear  weapons  modernizations  (Pershing  Ils, 
Ground  Launched  Cruise  Missiles,  and  Enhanced  Radiation  Weapons), 
and  then  postulates  how  the  Soviets  may  respond  politically  and 
militarily  to  a  FOTL  deployment. 
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CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 

On  December  7,  1988,  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  announced 
that  within  two  years  the  Soviet  armed  forces  will  be  reduced  by 
500,000  men,  10,000  tanks,  8500  artillery  systems  and  800  combat 
aircraft;  by  1991,  six  tank  divisions  will  be  withdrawn  from 
East  Germany,  Czechoslovakia  and  Hungary,  and  disbanded,  thus 
reducing  Soviet  forces  there  by  50,000  men  and  5,000  tanks. {1} 

Despite  this  announcement,  the  United  States  continues  to 
develop  a  dual  capable  (for  nuclear  and  conventional  ammunition) 
weapon  system  called  Follow-on- to-Lance  (FOTL)  that  the 
Soviets{2>  believe  will  have  the  capability  to  target  out  to  the 
INF  treaty  limits  of  500  km.  (FOTL  is  scheduled  to  replace  the 
current  Lance  system  that  becomes  obsolete  in  the  mid  1990s.) 

The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  answer  the  questions  related 
to  the  classic  systems  dilemma:  1)  What  is  the  Soviet  perception 
of  the  continued  US  development  and  deployment  of  a  system  such 
as  FOTL?  2)  Based  on  this  perception  how  will  they  react 
politically  and/or  militarily? 

This  paper  will  show  that  1)  the  Soviets  believe  no  weapon 
system  is  ever  definitively  decisive,  and  that  the  modernization 
of  a  we  pon  system  Is  but  one  more  step  In  the  inter-connected 
process  of  development;  2)  because  FOTL  impacts  the  "correlation 
of  forces"  by  providing  support  capahlllt'  that  frees  up  other  US 
assets,  its  continued  development  will  evoke  military  and 
political  reaction  by  the  Soviets. 


Chapter  II  will  provide  a  rationale  for  the  deployment  of 


FOTL  and  a  description  of  the  system's  capabilities.  It  will 
also  discuss  current  Soviet  interpretations  of  FOTL  capabilities, 
NATO’s  predicament  and  reaction  to  the  possibility  of  a  FOTL,  and 
Congressional  debate  over  FOTL.  Chapter  III  will  discuss  past 
Soviet  reactions  to  US  nuclear  weapons  deployments.  Chapter  IV 
will  focus  on  the  framework  for  Soviet  perceptions;  ideology, 
insecurity  and  the  theory  of  correlation  of  forces.  Chapter  V 
will  discuss  Soviet  political  and  military  responses  to  FOTL. 


ENDNOTES 


1.  Frank  C.  Carlucci,  "Report  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
the  Congress  on  the  FY  1990/FY  1991  Biennial  Budget  and  FY  1990- 
1994  Defense  Programs."  (Washington  D.C. ;  U.S.  Government 
Printing  office,  January  17,  1989),  pp.  19-20.  Also  see  Michael 
Dobbs,  "Soviet  Leader  Meets  with  Reagan,  Bush,"  The  Washington 
Post,  December  8,  1988,  p.  A-1, 

2.  Throughout  this  paper  the  term  "Soviets"  will  generally 
refer  collectively  to  a  select  group  of  decision-makers.  These 
decision-makers  include  the  Politburo,  the  Central  Committee 
Secretaries  (now  the  heads  of  the  six  commissions),  members  of 
the  Defense  Council,  the  Minister  of  Defense,  the  Soviet  High 
Command  (the  CinCs  of  the  Western,  Southwestern,  Southern  and  Far 
Eastern  Theaters  of  Strategic  Military  Action  (TSMA),  Chief  of 
the  General  Staff,  the  Foreign  Minister  and  the  Chief  of  the  KGB. 
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CHAPTER  II 


FOLLOW-ON-TO-LANCE 

The  most  significant  current  and  future  threat  to  US  forces 
is  that  posed  by  Soviet/Warsaw  Pact  military  forces. {!> 

Through  the  1990' s  this  threat  will  consist  of  highly  mobile, 
armored  forces  structured  for  offensive  action  (which  require 
echelonment) {2}  and  supported  by  massive  artillery,  tactical 
aviation  and  electronic  warfare  forces,  all  operating  under  a 
sophisticated  air  defense  umbrella. {3} 

To  counter  this  threat,  AirLand  Battle  (ALB)  doctrine 
stresses  that  tne  Corps  commander  must  focus  his  efforts  on  the 
deep  battle,  the  successful  conduct  of  which  is  essential  to 
prevent  the  second  echelon  from  becoming  a  first  echelon  problem. 
(This  paper  will  not  address  the  validity  of  the  requirement  for 
deep  attack. {4} ) 

The  System 

The  objectives  of  deep  operations  are  to  reduce  the  tempo  of 
the  enemy  attack,  to  alter  the  enemy's  commitment  plan,  and  to 
create  an  opportunity  to  seize  the  initiative .{ 5 }  To  accomplish 
this  goal,  the  Corps  commander  must  have  a  responsible  and 
reliable  weapon  system  capable  of  engaging  second  echelon 


targets,  including 

both 

the 

attack 

of 

forces  to  disrupt  or 

neutralize  them. 

and 

the 

attack 

of 

command,  control  and 

communications  (C3)  nodes  to  interfere  with  the  enemy  commander's 
ability  to  bring  combat  power  to  bear  at  the  time  and  place  of 
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his  choosing. {6}  The  present  Lance  system  is  not  capable  of 
fulfilling  this  requirement,  nor  was  it  ever  designed  too.  The 
Follow-on-to-Lance  ( FOTL)  will  provide  the  Corps  commander  with 
this  capability. 

FOTL  is  needed  to  meet  the  doctrinal  requirements  for  Corps 
and  cross-corps  operational  fires  as  outlined  in  Field  Circular 
100-15-1,  Corps  Deep  operations . {7 >  Tactical  aircraft  (TACAIR) 
are  the  primary  means  for  conventional  attack  of  deep  targets 
today;  however,  tactical  air  support  is  prioritized  at  echelons 
above  corps  and  is  influenced  by  weather  conditions  and  high 
threat  environments.  TACAIR  response  times  between  acquisition 
and  attack  are  unacceptable  for  many  targets. 

FOTL  will  be  oriented  toward  the  attack  of  combat  forces  not 
yet  engaged  and  the  destruction  of  enemy  capabilities  which  may 
have  either  an  immediate  or  deferred  impact  on  the  close  battle, 
but  which  are  beyond  the  range  of  available  cannon  and  rocket 
artillery  systems. 

Soviet  Interpretation  of  FOTL 

The  Soviets  see  the  implementation  of  AirLand  Battle  and 
Follow  On  Forces  Attack  (FOFA)  concepts  by  the  Army  as  a 
significant  change  in  the  development  of  US  military  operational 
art.  Both  concepts  are  significant  because  they  grasp  the  multi¬ 
dimensional  aspects  of  modern  combat  operations  at  a  level  above 
pure  tactics.  The  Soviets  have  been  expecting  the  West  to 
"discover"  operational  art  for  several  decades  and  now  the 
predictions  are  being  fulfilled. {8 >  Vhe  Soviets  realize  that  the 


4 


development  and  procurement  of  a  FOTL  will  provide  significant 
additional  support  to  both  the  AirLand  Battle  and  Follow  On 
Forces  Attack  concepts. {9 >  They  also  recognize  that  the  US  and 
its  allies  are  prepared  to  build  a  FOTL  system.  In  fact,  they 
have  been  expecting  such  a  system  since  the  50s.  (10} 

Davydov,  in  the  August  1988  issue  of  USA  (a  Soviet  journal), 
sti ted  that  the  US  "intends  to  increase  the  range  of  the  Lance 
missile  to  400  km  and  to  increase  the  power  and  broaden  the 
limits  of  other  types  of  nuclear  weapons  on  the  battlefield." 
{11}  This  new  extended  range  for  the  Lance  identified  by  Davydov 
places  the  Lance  missile  system,  by  Soviet  definition,  into  the 
operational-tactical  missile  category{12}  (ranges  between  184-740 
km). {13}  This  also  places  the  Soviet  assessed  FOTL  at  the  higher 
end  of  the  INF  500  km  range  limit. 

The  Soviets  believe  that  their  concept  of  force  echelonment 
would  be  threatened  by  the  NATO  ability  to  conduct  deep 
destructive  strikes  in  their  rear  areas  with  air,  airborne, 
airmobile,  artillery  and  missile  forces. {14} 

According  to  Dave  Zamory,  in  a  report  to  the  Foil ow-On-To- 
Lance  Study  Group,  V.G.  Reznichenko  in  the  1987  edition  of 
Taktika  stated: 

Deep  destruction  by  fire  lies  as  the  basis  of 
the  Air-land  operational  concept  adopted  by  the 
U.S.  Army  accordingly,  targets  are  distributed 
'  follows  in  relation  to  depth:  for  artillery, 
i;.  a  zone  from  1  to  30-40  km,  for  tactical 
mxssile  systems-  from  10-15  to  60-70  km,  for 
operational  missile  complexes-  from  50-70  to 
400-1,000  km...  In  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  concept  of  Air-land 
operations,  the  U.S.  Army  is  working  out  the 
methods  of  deep  destruction  by  fire.  In  the 
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division,  for  example,  it  is  planned  to  a  depth  cf 
100  km. {15> 

These  Western  innovations  will  have  an  effect  upon  Soviet 
planning.  The  Soviet  wartime  planner  will  be  looking  at  a 
formidable  mirror  image  of  Soviet  strategy,  operational  art,  and 
tactics.  The  deep  destructive  fires  of  ALB  and  FOFA  are  designed 
to  achieve  the  simultaneous  annihilation  of  Soviet  multiple 
attacking  echelons.  The  destruction  of  their  reserves  and  second 
echelon  forces  is  assessed  by  the  Soviets  to  be  accomplished  by 
tactical  and  army  aviation,  operational-tactical  missiles,  and 
field  artillery .{ 16 >  The  identification  of  operational-tactical 
missiles  as  a  part  of  ALB/FOFA  further  establishes  the 
significance  and  relevance  the  Soviets  place  on  the  FOTL. 

The  INF  treaty  cut  a  significant  number  of  missiles  from  the 

inventories  of  both  the  US  and  the  USSR.  It  did  leave  room  for 

tactical  and  some  short  range  operational-tactical  missiles, 

including  the  continued  development  of  a  modernization  program. 

The  INF  Treat/  allows  the  continued  development  of  ALB/FOFA 

concepts  by  NATO  including  the  development  of  deep  strikes  by 

both  air  and  missile  assets. 

...the  removal  of  the  American  intermediate- 
range  missiles  requires  the  timely  improvement 
and  increase  of  tactical  nuclear  weapons  in 
correspondence  with  the  program  accepted  at 
the  1983  session  of  the  Nuclear  Planning 
Group  in  Montebello.  The  program  intends  to 
increase  the  range  of  the  "Lance"  missile  to 
400  km  and  to  increa.se  the  power  and  broaden 
the  limits  of  the  use  of  other  types  of 
nuclear  weapons  on  the  battlef ield . { 17 } 
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The  Soviets  are  concerned  about  an  "increased  cooperation  in 
the  development  and  coordination  of  deep  attack/battlefield  air 
interdiction  nrograms , " { 18}  for  several  reasons.  They  are 
concerned  that  cooperation  will  support  the  use  of  Air  Force 
assets  in  other  roles  besides  tactical  support  of  ground 
forces.  (19}  They  do  not  want  to  see  the  Army  and  the  An  Force 
in  a  joint  effort  addressing  ALB  &  FoFA  doctrinal  concepts.  In 
addition,  Soviet  commanders  and  staffs  are  aware  that  they  may  be 
facing  an  enemy  that  is  finally  solving  its  own  operational 
problems  to  the  detriment  of  Soviet  operat ions . ( 20 } 

Changes  in  NATO  operational  and  tactical  employment  of 
aviation  assets  against  deep  Warsaw  Pact  targets  are  recognized 
as  very  possible  by  the  Soviets.  A  deployed  FOTL  system  can  free 
aviation  assets  for  deeper  interdiction  of  attacking  or  defending 
Soviet  forces. {21} 

NATO's  Reaction  to  FOTL 

US  Secretary  of  State  James  A.  Baker  III,  vis.rted  all  15 
European  members  of  NATO  in  February,  1989.  One  of  the  items  on 
his  agenda  was  to  encourage  support  of  the  American-made  FOTL 
missile . <  22 } 

Because  FOTL  will  be  deployed  primarily  in  West  Germany  the 
key  decision  will  be  made  there.  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  has 
indicated  that  he  wishes  to  postpone  a  dec^^sion  until  1991  or 
1992.(23}  Elections  in  West  Germany  take  place  in  December  1990, 
and  Kohl's  strongest  rival.  West  German  Hans-Dietrich  Genscher, 
strongly  opposes  any  l.ance  modernization .( 24 }  Chancellor  Kohl 
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has  been  hesitant  to  commit  his  country  to  accept  the  upgrading 
of  the  Lance  because  of  widespread  public  opposition. (25}  In  the 
latest  polls  taken  by  the  Allenbach  Institute,  70%  cf  West 
Germans  strongly  oppose  modernizing  the  Lance  or  any  other  short- 
range  missile. {26}  According  to  a  February  17,  1989,  Washington 
Post  article,  that  figure  i.^  now  up  to  80%. 

Kohl  is  concerned  about  challenging  public  opinion  because 
of  the  weak  condition  of  his  political  party,  the  conservative 
Christian  Democratic  Union  (CDU),{27>  and  the  extrordinary 
success  of  Gorbachev's  "peace  initiatives"  all  over  Europe. 
Experience  has  taught  Kohl  that  German  chancellors  who  have  stood 
against  their  voters  and  sided  with  the  US  on  such  issues  have 
suffered  politically.  Helmut  Schmidt  supported  Jimmy  Carter  and 
the  Neutron  Bomb  in  spite  of  German  public  opinion  opposing  the 
weapon.  When  Carter  suddenly  reversed  his  position,  Schmidt  was 
left  without  US  or  popular  support. {28}  The  Bush  administration 
will  need  some  kind  of  positive  signal  from  Bonn  if  it  is  to 
persuade  Congress  to  appropriate  money  for  the  continued 
development  and  production  of  a  replacement  for  the  Lance. 

Support  for  the  modernization  of  Lance  has  been  strong  in 
other  NATO  nations,  especially  Britain<29>  and  France, (30)  for 
two  reasons.  First,  if  the  Soviets  are  successful  in  blocking  US 
modernization  of  Lance,  it  will  give  them  momentum  in  blocking 
British  and  French  modernization  efforts. {31>  secondly,  the 
British  and  French  see  FOTL  filling  a  void  in  the  defense  of 
Europe . 
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The  political  unity  necessary  to  carry  a  positive  NATO 


decision  on  the  Lance  modernization  may  come  about 
eventually . {32 }  Christopher  Bertram,  an  editor  of  Die  Zeit 
newspaper,  is  convinced  that  "German  public  opinion  can  be  swung 
around  behind  nuclear  weapons,  especially  if  talks  on  reducing 
conventional  and  chemical  weapons  go  wel?.  ."{33}  If,  however,  the 
controversy  is  not  settled  before  the  NATO  summit  meeting  in  May, 
1989,  a  decision  will  not  be  made  until  late  1991  or  early  1992. 

In  spite  of  uncertain  NATO  support,  the  Bush  administration 
wants  to  begin  production  of  the  new  Lance  missiles  so  they  will 
be  ready  for  deployment  at  the  appropriate  time.  Providing  that 
Congress  is  willing  to  support  this  decision  without  formal 
acceptance  from  West  Germany,  Mr  Kohl's  desire  to  postpone  a 
decision  on  deployment  will  not  hurt.  Mikhail  Gorbachev's  "peace 
offensive"  has  been  too  successful  for  the  US  to  push  West 
Germany  into  an  immediate  but  politically  untenable  decision,  and 
the  FOTL  could  still  be  available  for  deployment  by  1995.  With 
regard  to  Gorbachev's  "charm  offensive,"  NATO  Secretary  General 
Manfred  worner  says,  "We  cannot  entrust  our  security  to  one 
person  alone,  or  to  intentions.  Both  can  change  overnight ." {34 } 

U.S.  Congressional  Concerns 

Congressional  support  for  the  FOTL  is  mixed.  senator  Sam 
Nunn,  the  powerful  chairman  of  the  Armed  services  Committee,  has 
stated  that  he  does  not  favor  driving  the  Germans  to  the  wall  on 
modernizing  the  short-range  Lance  missile. {35>  He  believes  that 
there  are  ways  to  keep  the  nuclear  deterrent  alive  in  Europe 
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without  a  public  outcry.  "We  could  base  missiles  at  sea  or  on 
aircraft  that  the  NATO  countries  already  accept. "{36}  Earlier, 
in  1984,  Senator  Nunn  teamed  up  with  Senator  Kennedy  and 
successfully  pushed  for  a  Congressional  ban  on  the  development  of 
a  nuclear  version  of  the  Army’s  Tactical  Missile  System  (ATACMS) 
to  prod  the  Pentagon  into  improving  conventional  capabilities. 
Restrictions  have  since  been  lifted  on  researching  the  ATACMS  as 
a  candidate,  but  the  prohibition  on  development  still  exists 
today  in  the  form  of  the  Kennedy-Nunn  amendment . {37 } 

Others  on  the  hill  speculate  that  brisk  production  of  the 
new  missiles  would  give  Moscow  an  incentive  for  agreement  before 
FOTL  is  deployed  and  therefore  are  privately  advocating  that 
Germans  who  seek  unilateral  disarmament  should  be  urged  not  to 
scrap  a  bargaining  chip  under  active  negotiation. 

Mr  Joel  Resnick  of  Science  Application  International 
Corporation ( SAIC) ,  in  a  report  prepared  for  the  Systems  Analysis 
Working  Group  (SAWG)  of  the  Follow  on  to  Lance  (FOTL)  Phase  2 
study,  presents  some  factors  which  will  influence  Congressional 
acce;/tance  of  the  FOTL:  1)  the  importance  of  East-west  relations 
and  the  fear  that  introducing  FOTL  may  in  some  way  damage  that 
relationship;  2)  because  the  FOTL  is  a  dual  capable  land-based 
system,  the  Soviets  may  interpret  the  conventional  firing  of  the 
weapon  as  nuclear  and  immediately  escalate  to  the  use  of  their 
nuclear  weapon:?;  3)  Congressional  unwillingness  to  support 
programs  whir’.i  our  allies  have  not  yet  committed  to;  4)  the 
fierce  competition  for  DoD  development  dollars  within  Congress 
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despite  Presidential  support  for  FOTL.  Congress  could  delay  its 
development  by  giving  it  low  funding  status. {38> 
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CHAPTER  III 


PAST  SOVIET  ACTIONS  AND  REACTIONS 

I  cannot  forecast  to  you  the 
action  of  Russia.  It  is  a  riddle 
wrapped  in  a  mystery  inside  an  enigma. 

Sir  Winston  Churchill{l} 

The  two  most  ridiculous  statements  I 
know  are,  "Liquor  doesn't  affect  me," 
and  "I  understand  the  Russians." 

Charles  Bohlen,  Former  U.S. 

Ambassador  to  the  USSR. <2 > 

Between  1979  and  1983,  the  Soviets  employed  a  variety  of 
tactics  during  the  controversy  over  Intermediate-Range  Nuclear 
Forces  (INF).  Disinformation,  political  ultimatums  and  threats 
of  military  reprisal  were  employed  in  an  unsuccessful  effort  to 
prevent  initial  INF  deployments  (Pershing  IIs  and  GLCM) .  As  was 
the  case  with  Berlin  some  twenty  years  earlier,  the  Soviets  were 
trying  to  force  NATO  to  accept  a  political  solution  on  Soviet 
terms. {3}  This  section  will  describe  and  analyze  the  Soviet 
response  to  INF  deployment  in  an  effort  to  identify  past 
political-military  responses  to  US  actions  which  were  perceived 
by  the  soviets  to  affect  the  "correlation  of  forces." 

The  Dual  Track  Decision  of  1979 
In  the  mid  1970 's,  the  Soviet  Union  deployed  the  ss-20 
ballistic  missile.  This  triple-headed  (MIRV)  system  shifted  the 
balance  of  nuclear  forces  in  Europe  to  the  advantage  of  the 
Soviets.  NATO's  response  to  the  deployment  was  to  warn  that  it 
would  position  similar  intermediate-range  nuclear  weapons  in  the 
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European  theater  to  restore  the  nuclear  balance.  This  1979 
initiative  was  dubbed  the  "Dual  Track  Decision"  because  it 
proposed  two  efforts.  One  was  the  deployment  of  new  long-range 
land-based  theater  nuclear  forces,  consisting  of  572  Pershing  ll 
ballistic  missiles  (PIIs)  and  ground  launched  cruise  missiles 
(GLCMs),  as  a  necessary  reaction  to  the  Soviet  SS-20  missile 
system  and  the  newly  introduced  Haclrfire  Bombers.  (4}  The  second 
part  was  a  proposal  to  initiate  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union  on  the  limitation  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  land-based  longer 
range  intermediate  nuclear  forces. (LRINF) 

The  Soviet  reaction  to  that  proposed  deployment  was  to 
refuse  to  serlouriy  discuss  the  issue  at  all,  choosing  instead  to 
begin  a  large  sf.ali  disinformation  campaign.  While  debate 
continued  in  NATO  cboot  how  to  deal  with  the  SS-20  situation, 
demonstrations  against  NATO’s  deployment  of  additional  nuclear 
weapons  were  taking  place  throughout  Europe.  Many  of  the 
demonstrations  were  organized  by  international  front 
organizations  sponsored  in  part  or  in  full  by  the  USSR. 

Why  would  the  Soviets  choose  to  ignore  NATO's  warnings?  The 
answer  to  this  question  begino  with  rh*.-  i-.easons  why  the  Soviets 
were  deploying  the  SS-20 's.  If  th  .s  aspect  of  the  Soviet 
initiative  had  been  thoroughly  explored  at  the  time, (5}  there  may 
have  been  less  surprise  that  the  Soviets  went  ahead  with  the 
planned  deployment  in  spite  of  the  NATO  counter  build-up. 

The  Soviets  had  both  technical  and  political  reasons  for 
deploying  new  Intermediate  Range  Ballistic  Missiles  (IRBMs). 
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During  the  mid  1950' s  and  1960's,  the  Soviets  had  given  priority 
to  deployment  of  regional  strategic  forces  in  the  Eurasian 
theaters.  This  included  the  bomber  build-up  of  the  mid-1950's 
and  the  strategic  missile  build-up  of  the  late  1960 's  and  early 
1960's.  From  the  mid  1960’s  to  mid  1970' s,  the  Soviet  emphasis 
had  been  to  bring  their  intercontinental  forces  up  to  parity  with 
the  United  States.  In  the  meantime,  the  intermediate  range  SS- 
4's  and  ss-5's  had  become  outdated  and  vulnerable,  and  their 
replacement  became  the  next  high  priority. {6>  According  to  the 
Soviets,  the  decision  to  build  and  deploy  the  SS-20's  was  based 
on  several  factors,  the  principal  factor  being  modernization . {7 } 
The  factor  the  Soviets  neglected  to  consider  was  the 
potential  reaction  of  the  west.  They  were  unprepared  for  the 
political  and  military  outcry  that  the  SS-20  deployment 
constituted  a  sneaky,  opportunistic  and  dangerous  escalation  of 
the  arms  race.  The  build-up  of  SS-20 's  increased  the  Western 
perception  of  the  Soviet  threat  and  caused  resultant  problems  for 
NATO  contingency  planners.  Robert  Jervis'  concept  of  the 
"Security  Dilemma"  describes  the  situation  aptly:  "an  increase 

in  one  state's  security  decreases  the  security  of  the  others. "{8} 
There  has  been,  however,  some  doubt  that  the  introduction  of 
the  SS-20's  really  signified  a  change  in  Soviet  intentions.  The 
SS-20  system  may  have  simply  been  intended  as  a  "modernization" 
of  the  aging  SS-4's  and  SS-5's.  Those  who  support  George 
Kennan's  theories  believe  that  the  US  over-militarized  its 
interpretation  of  the  Soviet-Western  relationship. {9}  The  fact 
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remains,  however,  that  the  SS-20  is  more  accurate  and  a  great 
deal  more  mobile  than  the  older  weapons,  and  can  threaten  a  wider 
range  of  NATO  targets. 

The  Soviet  perception  of  the  need  to  build  up  a  weapon 
system  is  generally  built  upon  their  perceptions  of  an  external 
threat.  While  they  frequently  exaggerate  these  external  threats 
for  propaganda  reasons,  there  is  often  more  than  a  small  amount 
of  truth  in  the  Soviet  threat  perception,  when  considered  in 
light  of  their  values  and  perspectives.  Appreciating  Soviet 
fears  may  mean  accepting  that  they  did  see  the  SS-20  deployment 
as  a  "modernization"  and  that  the  NATO  deployment  of  the  Pershing 
II  and  GLCM  really  was  perceived  by  the  Soviets  as  a  dangerous 
"escalation."  If  that  interpretation  is  accepted,  it  follows 
that  the  Soviet  position  on  Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces 
(INF)  in  the  late  1970 's  and  early  1980 's  may  not  have  been 
designed  for  the  arms  control  negotiations  but  was  in  fact  the 
outgrowth  of  a  policy  pursued  for  over  twenty  years. { 10 >  The 
Soviets  feel  that  the  INF  crisis  was  created  by  the  West,  and 
like  the  Americans,  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  their  own 
actions  -  such  as  modernization  -  could  cause  such  fear. 

The  resulting  pclitlcal  controversy  was  many-faceted.  In 
spite  of  the  Soviet-sponsored  demonstrations  against  NATO's 
intended  deployment  of  PIIs  and  GLCMs,  the  perception  in  Western 
Europe  and  Asia  was  that  the  danger  Inherent  in  Increased  Soviet 
nuclear  potential  was  too  great  to  be  ignored.  Gromyko,  the 
Soviet  foreign  minister,  attempted  to  gain  West  German  support  by 
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exerting  pressure  on  benalf  of  the  Social  Democrats  in  the  west 
German  general  elections.  Lven  the  Soviet  General  Secretary, 
Yuri  Andropov,  exerted  pressure  on  the  West  Germans,  warning 
Chancellor  Kohl  in  July  1983  of  the  dangers  of  deploying  more  US 
missiles  in  West  Germany. {11> 

In  spite  of  Soviet  efforts  to  the  contrary,  however, 
the  PII  and  GLCM  deployments  proceeded  as  planned.  In  a  face- 
saving  show  of  disgust,  the  Soviet  delegation  walked  out  of  the 
Geneva  talks  on  limiting  nuclear  weapons.  They  responded  to  the 
PII  and  GLCM  deployment  by  announcing  their  intention  to  install 
SS-21,  SS-22  and  SS-23  systems  in  East  Germany  and 
Czechoslovakia.  This  announcement  caused  a  great  deal  of  dismay 
in  Czechoslovakia  and  some  skepticism  in  Western  Europe  because 
of  the  Soviets'  long  standing  policy  not  to  deploy  recent 
generation  weapons  on  satellite  territories . {12} 

The  Neutron  Bomb  Debacle 

The  Soviets  also  responded  strongly  to  the  US  effort  to 
introduce  the  Enhanced  Radiation  Weapon  (ERW) ,  or  the  neutron 
bomb.  The  first  public  disclosure  of  US  intent  to  appropriate 
funds  for  the  ERW  project  occurred  in  a  June  1977  article  by 
Walter  Pincus  in  the  Washington  Post. (13)  The  Soviets 
immediately  mounted  a  substantial  overt  propaganda  campaign  to 
influence  Western  opinion  against  the  neutron  bomb.  Shortly 
after  Congress  approved  funding  for  the  bomb,  the  Soviets 
attempted  to  mobilize  international  opinion  against  the  Carter 
administration's  plan  to  deploy  the  weapon.  Aimed  at 
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misrepresenting  a  US/NATO  deployment  decision,  the  -oviet 
objective  was  to  divide  the  alliance  by  implying  that  the  US  was 
the  "architect"  of  a  policy  which  would  lead  to  war  in 
Europe . { 14  > 

Using  tactics  similar  to  those  employed  in  1961  and  1962 
when  the  neutron  issue  was  first  raised,  the  Soviets  began  a 
disinformation  campaign  against  the  weapon  itself  -  saying  it 
lowered  the  nuclear  threshold  and  was  potentially  inhumane. 
Finally,  the  Europeans  were  described  as  willing  victims  to  the 
possibility  of  nuclear  war  on  their  own  territory. <15}  This 
campaign  was  launched  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  these  enhanced 
radiation  warheads  were  a  defensive  antitank  weapon  initially 
intended  to  counter  Soviet  superiority  in  conventional  weapons  in 
Europe . < 16) 

The  Soviets  unleashed  the  many  resources  of  their 
propaganda,  disinformation,  and  political  warfare  organizations 
to  counter  the  deployment  of  the  neutron  bomb. <17)  In  this  case, 
the  specific  propaganda  goals  were  unsuccessful  because  approval 
was  granted  by  the  Western  European  nations  to  deploy  the  neutron 
bomb.  The  subsequent  US  decision  not  to  deploy  was  ma^-’e  solely 
by  President  Jimmy  Carter  and  was  based  not  upon  lack  of  N.'vTO 
cooperation,  but  rather  carter's  own  personal  feelings  about  the 
destructiveness  of  the  weapon. {18} 

A  1984  study,  Dezinf ormatsia ,  by  Shultz  and  Godson 
concludes  that  "propaganda  and  political  influence  techniques  do 
in  fact  constitute  significant  instruments  of  Soviet  foreign 
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policy  and  strategy 19 >  In  a  study  of  potential  Soviet 
reactions  to  FOTL,  the  influence  of  propaganda  and  political 
warfare  are  significant  for  two  reasons;  1)  The  Soviets  have  a 
history  of  using  "political  warfare. " {20}  2)  The  long-standing 
use  of  propaganda  by  the  Soviets  to  influence  perception  and 
decision-making  has  resulted  in  the  soviet  belief  that  all  other 
governments  use  the  same  tactics.  Thus,  any  new  Western  military 
development  is  likely  to  be  viewed  with  skepticism  and  distrust. 

US  State  Department  reports  and  CIA  testimony  in  1982 
hearings  before  the  House  Intelligence  Committee  charged  that  a 
high  level  of  active  measures  continues . (21 }  State  Department 
Special  Report  No.  110,  released  in  September  1983,  stated  that 
these  activities  "have  grown  in  boldness  and  intensity, 
reflecting  what  appears  to  be  an  increased  us«  of  active  measures 
as  a  policy  instrument  by  the  Soviets  and  their  allies. "{22}  The 
purpose  of  Soviet  deception  and  disinformation  is  and  always  has 
been  political.  The  Soviets  strongly  believe  that  it  is 
necessary  to  induce  foreign  activities  and  developments  that  will 
be  beneficial  to  Soviet  strategic  purposes.  These  tactics  have 
become  institutionalized  and  involve  the  senior  Party  leadership 
as  well  as  Soviet  security  services. 

Propaganda  and  political  influence  have  been  used  by  the 
Soviets  for  decades  and  must  be  considered  major  factors  in  any 
analysis  of  Soviet  responce.  Deception  and  disinformation  are 
officially  sanctioned  activities,  as  evidenced  by  the  existence 
of  three  "Active  Measures"  departments  within  the  cPSU.{23}  As 
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was  illustrated  by  the  disinformatic n  campaigns  launched  against 
the  PIIs  and  GLCMs  and  against  Enhanced  Radiation  Weapons,  the 
Soviet,  believe  that  these  tactics  can  be  effective  in  achieving 
political  and  military  objectives. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


THE  INFLUENCE  OF  SOVIET  PERCEPTIONS 

Soviet  reactions  to  the  development  and  subsequent 
deployment  of  FOTL  will  be  conditioned  by  many  factors,  both 
subjective  and  objective.  The  most  important  subjective  factor 
IS  perception  -  how  the  Soviets  perceive  and  understand  this  US 
action  and  how  they  perceive  themselves  in  terms  of  current 
purpose,  role,  strengths,  and  weaknesses.  The  objective  factors 
which  condition  Soviet  reactions  include:  1)  the  Soviet  geo¬ 
political  situation;  and  2)  the  correlation  of  forces. 

Images  of  the  external  world  and  self-image  are  based  upon 
experience  and  cultural  heritage,  are  formed  over  a  long  period 
of  time,  and  are  constantly  reinforced.  As  a  result,  the  Soviet 
images  of  itself  and  of  the  United  States  have  considerable 
inertia.  Perception  is  not  a  process  which  sends  the  mind  a 
photograph-like  image  of  reality.  It  is  a  selective  process  in 
which  incoming  data  is  more  readily  retained  and  understood  when 
it  fits  pre-existing  images  -  the  mind  "sees  what  it  wants  to 
see."  Therefore,  when  objective  factors  such  as  the  force 
posture  and  force  structure  of  NATO  are  changed,  Soviet 
decisionmakers  may  not  perceive  the  changes  as  would  their 
Western  counterparts.  rhey  are  predisposed  to  interpret  events 
according  to  pre-existing  images  of  geography,  ideology, 
correlation  of  forces,  and  military  doctrine. 

One  of  the  most  important  components  of  the  Soviet  self- 
image  is  its  geographical  position  in  the  heartland  of  the 
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Eurasian  continent .{ 1 >  Throughout  its  existence,  Russia  has  been 
faced  with  geopolitical  and  historical  factors  which  have 
traditionally  impacted  on  the  nature  of  its  objectives  and 
strategies.  Russia  has  been  vulnerable  to  and  the  victim  of 
military  threats  and  invasion  from  both  West  and  East.  The 
result  is  an  ongoing  national  sense  of  military  insecurity .{ 2 i 

Marxist-Leninist  ideology,  which  is  the  foundation  of 
Communist  thought,  promotes  the  perception  that  the  world  is 
diviUed  into  two  opposing  systems:  capitalism  and  communism. 
According  to  this  ideology  the  two  systems  are  locked  in  a  life 
and  death  struggle  which,  based  upon  the  Marxist-Leninist 
interpretation  of  history,  is  predestined  to  favor  communism . ;3 } 
Because  victory  is  not  yet  assured,  however,  it  must  be  pursued 
with  all  available  resources  against  a  number  of  enemies, 
including  the  United  States.  Thus,  the  Soviets  do  not  consider 
recent  agreements  with  the  United  States  to  be  steps  toward  the 
convergence  of  capitalism  and  communism.  These  are  tactical 
agreements  which  should  not  be  Interpreted  as  strategic 
compromises  with  capitalism.  This  ideological  perception  for  the 
most  part  precludes  compromise  on  fundamental  Issues. 

As  a  result  of  Marxist-Leninist  influence,  the  Soviet 
approach  to  strategic  and  tactical  problem  solving  differs  from 
that  of  a  Westerner.  Soviet  strategists  and  commanders  are 
encouraged  to  approach  strategic  problems  in  accordance  with 
Marxist  dialectics . {4>  This  ideological  background  predisposes 
the  USSR  to  maximize  power  in  appearance  and  reality  throughout 
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the  world.  soviet  leaders  perceive  that  Western  capitalists  are 
devoted  to  diminishing  or  containing  that  power  on  a  worldwide 
scale.  Any  weapon  modernization  or  new  weapon  development 
initiated  by  the  West  will  be  analyzed  within  the  context  of  this 
perception  and  assessed  as  hostile  to  Soviet  objectives. 

The  perceived  "correlation  of  forces"  (5}  in  the  world  is 
also  an  important  factor  in  Soviet  military  decisionmaking. 
Contemporary  Soviet  analysis  indicates  that  a  qualitative  shift 
in  the  world  correlation  of  forces  occurred  in  1972 {6 >  when  the 
Soviets  reached  strategic  nuclear  parity  with  the  United 
States. {7}  The  Soviets  believe  that  the  US  can  no  longer  deal  in 
international  relations  from  a  position  of  strength  and  must 
accept  the  Soviet  policy  of  "peaceful  coexistence. " {8}  The 
political  utility  of  military  strength  has  become  a  fundamental 
cornerstone  of  Soviet  policy  as  seen  in  the  deve’opment  of  the 
Red  Army  since  1945,  the  1956  decision  to  develop  the  Soviet 
Navy,  and  the  1967  and  1973  wars  in  the  Middle  East. {9}  Soviet 
leaders  anticipate  that  their  international  influence  and 
prestige  will  grow  in  proportion  to  the  Soviet  capability  to 
achieve  military  superiority  over  the  West. {10}  While  there  is 
speculation  that  the  Soviet  leadership  has  stepped  back  from  this 
position  and  now  speaks  in  terms  of  "sufficiency, "{11}  and  while 
Gorbachev  expresses  the  notion  that  military  strength  is  not 
enough  to  remain  a  global  power,  the  Soviets  are  not  likely  to 
concede  their  position  as  a  military  super  power. 

Soviet  military  doctrine  is  a  highly  specific,  well* 
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formulated  body  of  principles  common  to  both  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union 
(CPSU).  The  Party  political  leadership  of  the  USSR  is  central  in 
the  formulation  of  Soviet  military  doctrine .{ 12 >  Basic 
propositions  of  Soviet  military  doctrine  contain  features  of 
Soviet  ideology  and  illustrate  the  present  and  future  orientation 
of  the  doctrine  as  a  set  of  guiding  principles .{ 13 }  The 
political  and  military-technical  aspects  of  Soviet  military 
doctrine  have  important  implications  for  future  Soviet  behavior 
in  military  affairs  because  of  the  prescriptive  and  predictive 
content  of  the  doctrine. {14}  It  incorporates  important  features 
of  Soviet  Ideology  in  its  set  of  guiding  principles  as  well  as  a 
realistic  appraisal  of  the  characteristics  and  nature  of  war 
fought  by  contemporary  means.  Thus,  as  the  official  policy  of 
the  Party  and  military  hierarchy,  military  doctrine  provides  a 
common  theoretical  foundation  and  vantage  point  from  which  Soviet 


military 

analysts 

and 

decisionmakers 

interpret 

and  explain 

actions 

and  events 

in 

the  external 

world . 

Under  these 

circumstances,  Soviet  military  doctrine  exercises  Influence  on 
the  perception  and  responses  of  Soviet  decisionmakers  confronted 
by  the  US  development  and  deployment  of  FOTL. 
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CHAPTER  V 


SOVIET  RESPONSES  TO  FOTL:  A  PROJECTION 

Soviet  reactions  thus  far  to  FOTL  development  and 
consideration  of  the  Soviet  frame  of  reference  indicate  that  it 
is  not  necessary  to  undertake  a  drastic  reevaluation  of  the 
impact  of  developing  or  deploying  FOTL.  There  i.s,  however,  ample 
evidence  that  any  US  modernization  initiative  which  is  perceived 
by  the  Soviets  as  substantially  altering  the  "correlation  of 
forces"  (CoF)  in  Europe  (or  elsewhere  in  the  world)  will  evoke 
some  form  of  response.  Based  upon  Soviet  concerns  about  improved 
US  AirLand  Battle  doctrine,  the  perception  of  a  shift  in  CoF 
brought  about  by  FOTL  is  obvious. 

This  response  is  likely,  however,  to  be  asymmetrical  rather 
than  a  mirror  image  of  the  US/NATO  initiative.  Political 
responses  (such  as  in  one  of  the  strategic  Arms  Reduction  Talks 
or  Mutual  and  Balanced  Force  Reduction  negotiating  groups)  and 
tactical  realignment  (relocation  of  air  assets,  rear  area 
movement  in  smaller  convoys,  etc.)  are  more  likely  than  major- 
technological  responses  (such  as  tank  or  personnel  carrier- 
redesign,  or  the  development  of  a  new  anti-aircraft  missile 
system)  or  changes  in  doctrine  or  strategy. 

The  reason  for  the  Soviets'  limited  response  is  that  there 
are  currently  more  important  factors  than  FOTL  influencing  Soviet 
decisionmakers.  These  include  the  momentum  of  ongoing  Soviet 
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economic  and  political  programs,  ideological  and  methodological 
biases,  and  perceptions  of  Western  strengths  and  vulnerabilities. 
The  Soviet  offensive/defensive  strategy  in  Europe  is  unlikely  to 
be  defeated  or  revised  as  a  result  of  a  single  US/NATO 
modernization  effort  in  a  single  technological  area. 

Political  Responses 

The  Soviets'  evolving  foreign  policy  under  Gorbachev  seeks 
to  avoid  confrontation  and  *'.jw  commitments .{ 1 }  Despite 
frustrations,  relations  with  the  United  States  remains  the 
central  preoccupation  cf  Gorbachev's  objectives.  "There  is  no 
getting  away  from  each  other,"  Gorbachev  observed  in  his  book, 
Perestroika .  "It  is  the  key  to  everything  else:  reducing  the 
danger  of  nuclear  war,  reducing  military  costs.  Increasing  trade, 
and  resolving  the  main  international  Issues. "{2}  In  light  of 
these  considerations,  it  is  likely  that  any  political  response  by 
the  Soviet.*  will  be  influenced  by  its  possible  effect  on  American 
as  well  as  European  public  opinion.  These  political  responses 
may  include  a  broad  scope  of  activities  intended  to  undermine 
NATO  FCTL  support. 

Propaganda 

Gorbachev  will  appeal  to  European  fears  in  order  to  affect 
the  US  negotiating  posture  and  to  make  the  FOTL  deployment  as 
controversial  as  possible.  The  Soviets  will  stress  that  the 
range  of  FOTL  will  threaten  to  upset  the  overall  balance  in 
Europe.  After  explaining  to  the  world  that  the  US  is  once  again 
endangering  it  with  deployments  of  nuclear  missiles  into  Europe, 
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the  Soviets  are  likely  to  push  harder  for  a  300  km  nuclear-free 
corridor  in  central  Europe. {3>  Gorbachev  will  undoubtedly 
reiterate  the  statement  he  first  made  during  the  East  German 
Eleventh  Party  Congress  in  April  1986.  "I  have  extended  the 
geographical  zone  ot  reductions  to  all  of  Europe  ' from  the 
Atlantic  to  the  Urals'  for  the  Mutual  and  Balanced  Force 
Reductions (MBFR)  talks.  A.s  I  have  stated  very  clearly  before, 
the  most  dangerous  kinds  of  offensive  weapons  must  be  removed 
from  the  zone  of  contact."  This  type  of  pronouncement  will  most 
likely  be  followed  by  such  rhetoric  as  "How  we  once  again  have 
the  US,  under  the  guise  of  modernization,  placing  more  nuclear 
weapons  around  the  world." 

Coercion 

To  erode  MATO  cohesiveness,  Soviet  concessions  may  be 
offered  such  as  economic  incentives  or  disincentives  in  exchange 
for  an  agreement  to  refuse  or  delay  FOTL  deployment  in  one  of  the 
NATO  countries.  If  such  an  approach  were  successful,  it  could 
negate  any  effect  the  FOTL  might  have  on  Soviet  strategy.  In 
addition,  bilateral  agreements  with  individual  NATO  countries, 
especially  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  will  likely  be 
pursued  with  the  aim  of  separating  the  interests  of  the  US  and 
the  NATO  nations  ("decoupling"). 

Arms  negotiations 

During  upcoming  conventional  arms  talks,  the  Soviets  may  offer  to 
withdraw  SCUD,  FROG  and  SS-21  short-range  missiles  from  Europe 
and  Western  USSR  if  NATO  agrees  not  to  modernize  the  Lance. 
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Internationa],  Peace  Organizations 


The  Soviets  will  attempt  to  influence  world  public  opinion 
to  oppose  the  US  development  and  deployment  of  FOTL  through 
international  front  organizations  such  as  the  world  Peace 
Council. {4 >  They  will  continue  the  "peace  offensive,"  projecting 
themselves  as  peace  makers.  In  addition,  Soviet  awareness  that 
churches  and  religious  institutions  are  important  in  the 
formation  of  public  opinion  in  the  US  will  result  in  attempts  to 
sway  religious  groups  against  military  spending,  particularly  for 
FOTL  development . {5 } 

Military  Responses 

The  short-term  Soviet  military  response  to  FOTL  is  not 
likely  to  involve  the  development  of  bigger  or  better  weapons 
systems,  or  to  include  the  use  of  force  in  efforts  to  counteract 
the  effectiveness  of  a  deployed  FOTL.  Moreover,  long-range 
Gorbachev  initiatives  make  the  economic  demands  of  such  military 
action  highly  unlikely.  Immediate  military  responses  will  be 
based  upon  the  u,  e  of  existing  or  upgraded  resources.  Since  the 
Soviets  have  bon  expecting  a  modernized  Lance  for  some  time, 
they  probably  have  their  own  plans  for  a  system  which  counters 
FOTL,  such  as  a  SCUD  with  increased  range  and  survivability. 

The  main  Soviet  concern  about  a  more  effective  FOTL  is  that 
it  will  free  up  additional  NATO  tactical  and  fighter-bomber 
aircraft  for  deep  interdiction  missions.  This  concern  will  force 
them  to  reallocate  air  defense  assets  presently  assigned  or 
develop  a  new  anti-aircraft  missile  system  or  both. 
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Greater  emphasis  on  surprise,  speed  and  mobility  in  combat 
operations  might  be  instituted,  including  efforts  to  improve 
readiness  capabilities  and  reduce  NATO  warning  and  detection 
opportunities  (especially  in  the  second  echelon).  Efforts  to 
develop  and/or  improve  electronic  warfare  and  countermeasures  to 
degrade  NATO  command  and  control  and  target  acquisition  systems 
may  be  enhanced.  Emphasis  on  nuclear  and  chemical  warfare 
munitions  for  tactical  operations  may  also  be  increased. 

The  proliferation  of  offensive  chemical  warfare  and  theater 
nuclear  weapons  to  Warsaw  Pact  forces  may  be  considered,  but  is 
unlilcely.  (This  may  be  verbally  expressed  but  it  is  doubtful  that 
the  Soviets  would  decide  to  provide  these  assets  to  non-Soviet 
forces.)  There  may  be  a  renewed  emphasis  of  the  soviet  forward 
basing  of  missiles  and  a  change  in  aviation  roles  from  that  of 
defense  to  deep  interdiction  and  tactical  support  missions. 

Conclusions 

There  are  many  courses  of  action  that  the  Soviets  may  pursue 
in  response  to  FOTL.  These  actions  will  be  taken  after  careful 
analysis  of  FOTL  capabilities.  This  will  be  done  to  determine 
any  weaknesses  that  the  Soviets  can  exploit.  In  addition  to 
political  efforts  to  prevent  the  system's  development,  the  Soviet 
military  will  plan  for  the  deployment  of  FOTL. 

Are  the  actions  of  the  soviet  union  still  "a  mystery  wrapped 
in  a  riddle  inside  an  enigma"?  US  understanding  of  how  the 
Soviets  view  the  world  and  why  past  political/military  events 
have  evoked  the  types  of  Soviet  reactions  they  have  is  critical 
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CO  a  mci'e  aepondable  ability  to  project  Soviet  responses  -  a 
requirement  that  will  become  increasingly  imporcant  in  dealing 
with  Gorbachev  and  the  Soviet  Union  of  the  next  century. 


ENDNOTES 

1.  Marshall  D.  Shuman,  "The  Super  Powers:  Dance  of  the 
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Gorbachev's  Cuts  in  Europe,"  New  York  Times,  .December  8,  1969,  p. 
A-35. 

4.  The  World  Peace  Council(WPC)  has  operated  as  the  principal 
Communist  international  front  organization  for  almost  forty 
years.  The  principal  goals  of  Soviet  propaganda  and  of 
international  front  organizations  such  as  t.ie  wpr  are;  1)  tc 
weaken  US  and  NATO  (decoupling);  and  2)  to  extol  the  achievements 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  thereby  creating  a  favorable  environment:  for 
the  ?.dvancement  of  Moscow's  objectives.  For  an  excellent  review 
of  the  WPC  and  other  international  front  organizations  see 
Richard  H.  Shultz  and  Roy  Godson,  DE2INF0RMATSIA:  The  Strategy  of 
Soviet  Disinformation  (New  York:  Berkley  Books,  May,  1986 ) . 
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